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Peer partnership to enhance scholarship of teaching: A 
case study 
 
This paper reports on the outcomes of a peer partnership program that utilised a supportive and collegial 
framework for the advancement of scholarship of teaching. The program was trialled at the Queensland 
University of Technology (QUT), Australia, using a community of practice methodology to bring together 
academic staff for the purpose of advancing teaching practice. The program encouraged professional and 
supportive environments for the purpose of critical reflection and personal development. The basis of the 
approach was the belief that quality teaching is vital to university life and peer partnership programs can 
support improvement in teaching and learning. The paper reports that participants found the program 
enhanced the effectiveness of their teaching and that there is significant academic staff willingness to be 
involved if supported to participate. General feedback on the impact of the program was positive. Outcomes 
arising from the QUT Peer Partnership Project were the development of an online peer partner tool-kit, staff 
development training, a training DVD and a collection of supplementary literature. The paper presents the 
overall project as well as individual and organisational impacts. 
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Introduction  
 
Importance of peer partnership 
 
Teaching is a core function of higher education. The performance of this function must be 
effective and provide students with learning experiences that are stimulating, challenging and 
rewarding, while also developing knowledge and skills (Department of Education, 
Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR), 2008, p. 2). Despite these performance 
necessities, there is surprisingly little agreement in the literature, or in practice, about the 
measurement of quality teaching in higher education or the measurement of learning 
outcomes (DEEWR, 2008, p. 37). It is clear, however, that peer evaluation is a central part of 
quality assessment in higher education, most commonly to support research funding and 
review of manuscripts for publication (Taylor & Richardson, 2001, p. 49). According to 
Brennan and Shah (2000, p. 17), the emphasis is linked to the „moral authority‟ of peers, and 
this is why “virtually all quality bodies make peer review a central part of their assessment 
practices”.  
 
Peer review in higher education to provide feedback on learning and teaching activity is an 
effective strategy for academic development (Bell, 2001; MacKinnon, 2001; Magin, 1998). 
Peer review of teaching does not occur however in all disciplines nor in all universities, and 
the growing emphasis on evaluation of courses and teaching by students, organisations and 
the Australian federal government confirms the need for effective strategies for the 
development of learning and teaching (Byrne & Flood, 2003; Harvey, 2003). 
 
It has been established that external quality review of teaching focuses on compliance and 
accountability and has contributed little to any effective transformation of student learning 
experiences (Harvey & Newton, 2004). It is suggested that if “evaluation is to be transformed 
to make it transforming” then it is time to “re-establish trust in higher education and focus 
attention on internal processes and motivators” (Harvey & Newton, 2004, p. 149). From 
current experience, it would appear that a well-designed peer partnership program can provide 
a basis to transform teaching within university communities. 
 
  
Peer partnership is an emerging strategy to meet quality needs and is understood best as a 
staff support framework guided by an emphasis on scholarship and attention to teaching at a 
practice level. Higher education literature has focussed increasingly on the benefits of peer 
support and scholarship of teaching. For example, Boyer (1990) proposed scholarship of 
teaching as a four-dimensional model: discovery - doing research; integration - making 
connections across disciplines; application - using research results and recommendations; and 
teaching - educating and stimulating future scholars and practitioners. Further to this, 
Hutchings and Shulman (1999) drew a distinction between „excellent teaching‟ and the 
„scholarship of teaching‟ when they argued that in addition to being „scholarly‟, teaching 
needs to be public, open to critique and evaluation, a comprehensible model for colleagues, 
and a continual development of practical techniques.  It is clear that scholarship of teaching is 
more than publishing in peer-reviewed journals and should reflect education practice that is 
evidence-based, open to critique and of concern to stakeholders. Peer partnership in teaching 
is an important part of the scholarship of teaching and should be endorsed and emphasised in 
higher education. 
 
Peer partnership has many benefits for teachers, their students and the institutions in which 
they work. It encourages teaching skills and knowledge to be shared rather than remain a 
„private activity‟ (D'Andrea, 2002) and fosters best practice (Hammersley-Fletcher & 
Orsmond, 2004). Feedback gained through a partnership can be used as evidence for teaching 
award or promotion applications (Hammersley-Fletcher & Orsmond, 2004) and will 
complement student evaluation of teaching (Hutchings, 1996). Peer partnership programs can 
empower teachers to support colleagues in enhancing quality teaching characteristics. The 
support enhances the levels of understanding and engagement in innovation in teaching and 
learning environments (Bell, 2001; Ferren, 2001; Keig & Waggoner, 1995).   
 
As Taylor and Richardson (2001, p. xi) suggest, “most academics express few concerns about 
peer scrutiny of research activities”, yet “they tend to be skeptical of any process of peer 
review involving teaching. The pressure for peer review of teaching and learning reflects an 
emerging reality”. For example, student evaluation of teaching is one common avenue that is 
used to inform reflection on teaching practice in the hope of improving instructional design 
and the student learning experience. Indeed, the Higher Education Research and Development 
Society of Australasia (HERDSA), in its response to the Bradley Review (2008), reported that 
“support for academics in local teaching communities should include peer support amongst 
other initiatives” as a strategy to assist academics to develop pedagogy in higher education 
(HERDSA, 2008, p. 2). 
 
Nature of peer partnership 
 
Peer partnership is a reciprocal process whereby a peer observes a partner‟s teaching and 
learning process and then provides supportive and constructive feedback (Bell, 2005). While 
seeking to reduce the power imbalance often associated with formalised review processes, 
peer partnership is not meant to be merely an evaluative process. The principal goals are to 
inspire better teaching practice and enhance the value and success of teaching and learning 
(Bell, 2005). Peers learn from each other, and the old adage "those who teach learn twice" 
holds true for peer partnership.  
 
Thus, peer partnership is built around a supportive and reciprocal relationship between 
colleagues and seeks to develop knowledge, enhance skills, clarify attitudes, and highlight 
behaviours (Bell, 2005). Peer partnerships can enhance teaching by reviewing, organising, 
  
and consolidating existing knowledge and material, new ideas and concepts, identifying 
additional meaning in teaching, and formulating new knowledge and insight (Bell, 2005). 
There is an emphasis on common experiences, identifying new teaching approaches, taking 
ownership of personal contributions to education, and taking an active reflective role.  The 
peer partner is not necessarily the person with all the answers; instead, the partners cooperate 
and offer opinions, explore new strategies together, and look toward future initiatives.  
 
While the need for peer support for academics has been identified clearly by institutions and 
government bodies (see for example HERDSA, 2008, p. 2), there are few guidelines and 
examples available to assist colleagues who wish to design and implement a support program. 
This paper describes and discusses an initiative at the Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT) that trialled a peer partnership program for academic staff based on a community of 
practice model (Bell, 2005). The major goals of the program were to create a culture in which 
academic staff collaborate to critically review and support teaching and learning. The program 
described in this paper sought to focus specifically on peer partnership for teaching as an 
element of a wider focus on the scholarship of teaching within a university which does not 
have a formalised peer review program. The paper outlines the methodology of the project, 
describes details of each of the project phases, and concludes with reflections on the project.  
Project methodology 
 
The overall project was designed as an action research initiative, and the implementation of 
the project was established through the formation of communities of practice. The goal was to 
produce practical and academic outcomes for the enhancement of scholarship of teaching. 
 
Action research is a scientific research methodology with its roots and methods well 
established since Kurt Lewin first introduced the term „action research‟ in 1946 as the 
pioneering approach towards social research (cited in Susman & Evered, 1978, p. 586). 
Action research has three main purposes: to develop practice, to develop practitioners and to 
develop and refine theory (McCormack, Manley, & Garbett, 2004). It emphasises 
collaboration and research within the workplace, enabling one to put the learnings to 
immediate use. 
 
While different studies classify action research in various ways, most action research follows 
the traditional „plan-do-check‟ approach (Chein, Cook & Harding, 1948). This project 
adapted the Susman and Evered (1978) five-phase action research model, following an 
„experimental action research‟ approach (Chein et al., 1948; Susman & Evered, 1978). The 
five core phases are: (i) diagnosing (ii) action planning (iii) action taking (iv) evaluating and 
(v) specifying learning. 
 
Phase One - Understanding project aims 
 
Phase one identifies and defines the problem. The described initiative was established at 
QUT, to support and enhance learning and teaching across the university. There was emphasis 
on fostering a community of practice for the development of teaching scholarship, peer 
review and staff development. The aim was to create a program that contributed to a culture 
of peer support for learning so as to improve the quality of learning through the development 
of supportive partnerships.  The program objectives emphasised: 
 establishment of a supportive and constructive collegial environment 
  
 provision of  experiences that affirm educational excellence 
 development of a culture which values scholarship of teaching 
 promotion of self-assessment, reflection and personal growth 
 enhancement of teaching and learning based on evidence and constructive support 
 compilation of a peer partnership tool-kit comprising resources for successful peer 
partnership. 
 
Phase Two - Action planning  
 
Peer partnership attitude survey. Alternative courses of action for solving a problem were 
considered in this phase and the team conducted two main tasks. First, a detailed literature 
review and an environment scan were conducted. This enabled the team to comprehend the 
complexities and challenges of a university-wide peer partnership program. The theories, 
tools, implementation models and related policies also formed the foundation for a peer 
partnership tool-kit that the team developed.  
 
Second, the team designed a pre-project university-wide attitudinal survey that measured the 
willingness of QUT academic staff to take part in peer partnership. The attitudinal survey was 
adapted from a 36-item attitudinal tool from Northern Iowa University, USA (Keig, 2000). 
Academic staff employed across all faculties at QUT were given the opportunity to 
participate, resulting in a total of 312 surveys being returned. Demographic data on 
employment status were provided by 306 respondents of whom 268 were full-time and 38 
were casual or part-time academic staff. Approximately 60% of participants were female, and 
a range of academic positions was represented from level A (Associate lecturer) to level E 
(Professor) academic staff. The attitudinal survey was designed to enquire into the willingness 
of academic staff across the university to participate in peer partnership focused on four types 
of evaluation: direct classroom observation; videotaping of classes; evaluation of course 
materials (e.g. unit outlines, grading practices, reading lists, handouts); and evaluation of 
teacher-graded student assessment (e.g. tests, assignments, and projects). It was noted that not 
all 312 participants responded to all questions in the survey, with total valid responses to the 
different questions varying from 298 upwards.  
 
Table 1 here 
 
Academic staff responding to the attitudinal survey were generally positive about peer 
feedback on their teaching (see Table 1). A total of 266 (86%) of the 307 valid responses from 
staff indicated that they were willing to participate in peer partnership and peer observation of 
teaching. Participants did not believe classroom observation infringed upon their academic 
freedom, but there was resistance to creating a permanent record of their teaching in the form 
of a videotape of classroom teaching for future review. Participants agreed that training, 
established standards, and being consulted in planning would enhance their teaching quality; 
however, only 44.7% agreed student ratings enhanced formative evaluation. Respondents 
believed they would participate in a peer partnership program if it was associated with 
working in a trusting, on-going, supportive and confidential environment. In fact, more than 
50% of respondents indicated that they would be willing to participate even if it represented 
extra workload. However, only 45.9% of respondents were willing to participate in a 
partnership program if it was part of the organisation‟s performance management program. A 
majority of academic staff who participated in the survey (87%) were willing to participate in 
class observation of a peer and were willing to participate in a program that emphasised 
supportive collegial relationships. 
  
 
Phase Three - Action taking 
 
Design of peer partnership framework. This phase dealt with putting into action strategies to 
develop and sustain peer partnership. In accordance with survey results, the program was 
based on a supportive collegial framework and used a community of practice (CoP) 
methodology as the means to deploy the intended peer partnership program. Communities of 
practice seek to encourage continuous reflection through groups of colleagues working 
collaboratively to reflect in and on practice (Kemmis & McTaggart, 2000; McGill & Beaty, 
2001). The initiative was an „across faculty‟ strategy informed by a CoP framework. Figure 1 
illustrates how the program was embedded within the university. Key methods associated 
with the program included meetings with participants, peer review of teaching, seminars and 
workshops, and the development and evaluation of review tools. Outcomes of meetings and 
seminars included reflection on peer partnership, the formation of partners, refinement of 
strategies for peer review, and the identification of ways to solve specific teaching challenges. 
 
Figure 1 here 
A CoP methodology can be effective in engendering critical reflection and proactive practice 
(McGill & Brockbank, 2004). CoP groups involve self-reflective enquiry within a group of 
informal and social situations in order to improve the rationality and integrity of practice. The 
primary goals of CoP groups are to foster knowledge and skills while challenging values and 
beliefs, enhancing support networks, developing competence, and promoting quality teaching 
through peer partnership (Grundy, 1982; Weinstein, 1995).  
 
The peer partnership program was designed to encourage teachers to build partnerships with 
peers, not as a managerial tool. Peer partnership is collegial and involves the sharing of 
perceptions between the observer and the observed. This model of peer partnership of 
teaching encouraged reflection on teaching practice through the identification of strengths, 
ongoing developmental needs and debate (Bell, 2005; Brown, Jones, & Rawnsley 1993; 
Fullerton, 1999). The goal was to encourage professional development in teaching and 
learning through critical reflection, by both the observer and observee. Peer partnering can 
involve any part of teaching and learning, including observation of and feedback on 
classroom presentations; review of course/unit plans and resources; review of assessment 
results and marking standards; review of student evaluation; and development of teaching 
strategies (Braskamp & Ory, 1994; Kohut, Burnap, & Yon, 2007). 
 
As Hammersley-Fletcher and Orsmond (2004) state, the success of peer partnership is 
dependent on the quality of the processes in place, and on the practices of those conducting 
observations and being observed. Peer review as described in this paper conceived the 
intervention as a quality enhancement program built around openness and trust rather than as 
a quality assurance mechanism. The primary aim was to help academics examine their 
teaching for the purpose of self-improvement and to establish good practice as a means of 
enhancing student learning. 
  
Implementation of the peer partnership program 
 
Prior to the establishment of peer partnerships there was a need to stimulate interest, 
understanding and commitment for involvement in the process. The strategy used at this stage 
  
was essentially a volunteer approach with encouragement from project representatives who 
facilitated workshops and information sessions informing colleagues of peer partnership. One 
of the keys to establishing a sustainable peer partnership program is gaining and maintaining 
staff commitment to participate. A common feature of academic life is that people are time 
poor, with competing demands on their attention. Thus an additional commitment to 
professional development to improve teaching can receive a low priority. Tensions emerge 
between the potential benefits of peer partnership and review, the perceived importance of 
improving quality education, and willingness to commit time to the process. 
 
Competition between competing demands is an ongoing challenge for those seeking to 
establish peer partnership programs. For the reported project, the attitude survey clearly 
revealed academics‟ support for involvement in a peer partnership program. Most people 
reported they value the pursuit of quality teaching in their practice. However, when the time 
arrived to actively commit to workshop attendance or partnership with a colleague, familiar 
responses to avoid participation were : „I haven‟t time‟; „I‟m undertaking research at the 
moment‟; „I have to see some students‟; or „maybe next semester‟. Others expressed doubt 
about their readiness to participate, saying: „I don‟t feel very confident about my teaching at 
the moment‟; or „I‟ve just started teaching this unit/trying this new approach and I don‟t feel 
ready to be observed yet‟. Most of these reasons can be easily addressed in a supportive 
environment with an encouraging and enthusiastic partner. It is essential that support and 
encouragement come also from experienced teachers and senior staff. The potential „rewards‟ 
of peer partnership participation should be stressed, such as accumulation of evidence for 
promotion, improved student feedback scores, increased self-confidence, personal 
satisfaction, and belonging to an academic community that views ongoing commitment to 
better teaching as a valid and desirable goal. Once involved, many people find they want to 
continue to be a part of this type of community experience. 
 
The project gained assistance from the QUT Teaching and Learning Support Services 
(TALSS) in the form of workshops, reading material and individual support from colleagues 
involved with the peer partnership program. Workshops prepared peer partners to focus on 
strengthening teaching expertise through a four-stage feedback cycle based on an on-going 
collaborative, professional and reflective relationship with a university colleague.  
As Figure 2 depicts, the peer partnership process consisted of four stages: (i) Pre-observation 
(ii) Observation (iii) Reflection and feedback and (iv) Implementation.  
 
Figure 2 here 
 
Stage 1: Pre-observation. At the pre-observation stage, there were two main activities based 
on confirmation of a willingness of participants to engage in a collegial and reciprocal 
reflective process. The observee described his or her goals and the focus of desired feedback.  
The peers clarified and agreed on those aspects of the teaching episode which would be the 
focus of attention. The form of feedback needed to be agreed and could include completion of 
a formal checklist with criteria or alternatively a more informal discussion and feedback 
process. Pre-observation allowed each peer the opportunity to agree on ground rules, 
determine goals, identify concerns and begin to build a partnership based on cooperation and 
support. 
 
Stage 2: Observation. The purpose of this stage was for the observer to experience the 
observee‟s teaching practice. At this stage the observer attended to the agreed purpose of the 
partnership. For example, this could involve attendance at a lecture, reviewing a learning 
  
module designed for students or perhaps an internet on-line resource. The observer made 
notes of important observations and reflections to be discussed during Stage 3 of the process. 
A variety of targeted checklists and resources were developed as part of a peer partnership 
tool-kit and made available to assist the process. 
 
Stage 3: Reflection and feedback. This stage was driven primarily by the observee. Observers 
were instructed to prompt the observee to reflect on his or her teaching practice. The focus 
was on the observee‟s perceptions of his or her practice in conjunction with the observer‟s 
supportive feedback. This emerged as a critical part of the partnership process as there was an 
emphasis on feedback that was developmental rather than deflating or too critical. The 
intention was not to criticise but to support and facilitate exploration of practice alternatives 
and possible solutions to strengthen future teaching. The tone of discussions was collegial and 
respectful, focusing on listening, affirmation of achievement, and critical supportive feedback 
on teaching. Feedback was generally ineffective if it was delivered severely, judgementally or 
was solely evaluative. Discussion that remained on the agreed focus was viewed as 
constructive and consistent with the intended goals of the partnership. 
 
Stage 4: Implementation. The purpose of this stage was for the observee to continue his or her 
reflection on the feedback provided at Stage 3 of the process. The goal was to consider 
implementation of practice alternatives and solutions based on feedback and personal 
reflection. In addition, there was opportunity for partners to put into action their ideas and 
insights as a result of a partnership, attend relevant in-service training or workshops, 
undertake further reading and research, and engage in another partnership(s). 
 
Phase Four – Evaluation 
This phase is dedicated to studying the consequences of the action(s) taken. Two dimensions 
were used to evaluate the success of the peer partnership program and were perceptions of the 
participants and the overall impact on the organisation. 
 
Perceptions of the participants 
 
Qualitative feedback describing the perceptions of the participants was obtained by asking the 
following questions using an email survey; “Do you think the peer partnership program is 
useful for academic staff?”, and “How do you think it will help you?” Colleagues who took 
part in at least one cycle of peer partnership were also surveyed and were asked “How has 
peer partnership helped you?” and “What resources provided were useful” and finally “What 
do you believe can be improved?” 
 
Qualitative data highlighted thematic concepts that emphasised the rewards of peer 
partnership and the ways the program promoted personal development and support. As Table 
2 illustrates, the participants commented on how the peer partnership program (a) was a 
professional development activity and a mentoring tool; (b) facilitated teaching improvements 
and (c) enhanced cross faculty and intra-faculty collaborations (within schools).  
 
Table 2 here 
 
Phase Five – Specifying learning outcomes 
The final phase of an action research project is to articulate outcomes from the project and to 
identify potential improvements for projects of a similar nature. The overall impact of the 
program within QUT was measured by the evidence of sustained application of the peer 
  
partnership approach and the development of resources. There is a range of evidence where 
the usefulness and importance of the program has been acknowledged by faculty executives 
and various means have been embedded to sustain peer partnership beyond this pilot testing 
phase. For example, the Faculty of Information Technology acknowledged the importance of 
peer partnership and recognised participants‟ involvement in peer partnership efforts during 
work load allocations (under staff development for Teaching and Learning). The Faculty of 
Education has continued the initiative at a faculty level with training upon request, and a goal 
of teaching and learning collaborations across schools within the Faculty. The Faculty of Law 
will continue to use peer observation to assist with curriculum review and its ongoing agenda 
with blended delivery. 
 
Overall impact on the organisation 
 
The project as a whole raised the awareness among academics and management of the 
benefits of collegial peer review of teaching and the long-term gain in the improvement of the 
quality of learning experiences made available to students, and teaching confidence amongst 
academic staff. QUT‟s early career (ECARD) and mid career (MCAD) support programs span 
across all faculties at QUT and have embedded the peer partnership DVD and tool-kit 
resources developed as part of the project to assist new and ongoing academic staff. Both 
programs continue to establish a growing network of supportive academics within and across 
faculties, who independently of formalised university review, are creating a collaborative 
environment for continuous development of the enhancement of teaching quality.  The 
diverse disciplines of this project‟s leaders/authors and the success of their interaction in 
implementing this project is indicative of the collaborative environment generated. 
 
Challenges experienced  
 
This section describes some challenges that were encountered in implementing the peer 
partnership project and provides insights into how they were addressed. Cultural change and 
acceptance of peer partnership as components of academic life takes time, but the experiences 
that emerged from this project suggest that the academic culture is willing. There is evidence 
that as a result of the project, there is ongoing and sustained interest in peer support of 
teaching. There is no doubt, however, that support from all levels of an academic organisation 
is essential for ongoing success, and various means of embedding partnership as a supported 
process need to be identified.  There is no doubt that finding a sustaining partner and 
spreading the desire to participate in and support the program are major challenges. The 
potential „rewards‟ of participation in peer partnership should be stressed, such as 
accumulation of evidence for promotion, improved student feedback scores, increased self-
confidence, personal satisfaction, and belonging to an academic community that views 
ongoing commitment to better teaching as a valid and desirable goal. Once involved, many 
people find they want to continue to be a part of this type of community experience. 
 
While the 4-stage peer partnership process was clearly documented and supported, keeping 
track of how well each participant followed the recommended tasks was not feasible. In 
particular, it was difficult to enforce each individual‟s implementation of the 
recommendations provided (stage 4 of the peer partnership process). Also, while all 
participants were trained on the process, some members were „better‟ in the process than 
others. For example, they were able to identify strengths and weaknesses better and articulate 
these effectively, and were able to identify useful resources for the observees. While the 
  
training provided the basics of conducting peer partnership, simple training (as that designed 
in this process) is often not enough to train people to be effective observers.   
 
Conclusion 
 
The QUT peer partnership program utilised a supportive and collegial framework. The 
community of practice approach used made a positive change to the way colleagues across 
numerous faculties at Queensland University of Technology perceived their contribution to 
teaching, and most staff affirmed their willingness to be involved in peer partnership. A major 
goal of the project was to encourage professional development in teaching and learning that 
stressed critical reflection within a supportive environment with an encouraging and 
enthusiastic partner. To succeed, it is essential that support and encouragement also come 
from experienced peers and senior staff.   
 
Published literature substantiates the value of peer partnership. The project stimulated interest 
among colleagues, and the four-stage approach to peer partnership was successful. Individual 
participants found that the program enhanced their knowledge, skills and effectiveness of 
teaching. Outcomes of the peer partnership project were the development of a peer 
partnership tool-kit, presentations to staff, and ongoing staff peer partnership and scholarship. 
Quality teaching is vital to university life and the program proved to be a success. The 
experiences of participants attest that peer partnership is a worthwhile activity that warrants 
ongoing commitment. 
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Table 1: Attitudinal survey - willingness to participate in peer partnership 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Figure 2: The peer partnership process 
 
As a professional development activity and mentoring tool 
 
This training session helped me review my own teaching techniques. 
 
My experiences of the partnerships have been really positive, in terms of personal development and as a staff development tool. 
 
As my current teaching interests are new and mostly under development, my partner seems very interested in helping me to frame what I am 
doing from a T & L perspective. She has made a couple of practical suggestions on simple ways that I can „research‟ what I am teaching in a 
manner that should lead to T & L publications. She uses these techniques herself, and has volunteered to help me get started with this. 
 
We really found it invaluable to see how each of us “managed” and interacted with our students in a lecture setting. We noticed that the 
“culture” of each class/domain was very different as were the norms about answering lecturers‟ questions and entering and leaving the 
classroom during the course of the lecture. This was a great surprise 
As an enabler for cross-faculty collaborations 
 
I think one of the advantages of the program is that it paves the way for interfaculty academic communication in a positive way. 
 
It is a learning culture for a university, it is one of the most valuable tools we have to offer staff. 
 
I found this activity to be helpful as it allowed participants to visit other faculties and observe different teaching styles. 
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          Figure 1: Enhancing the scholarship of teaching through peer partnership 
  
 
Watching the students, listening to their presentations and taking my partner‟s comments as well as those of other students gave me insight 
into how different presentation styles and teaching techniques could be viewed by a diverse audience. Upon reflection I realized that this was 
a reflection, albeit in a group, of the internal monologues that I suspect my own students must have whenever they listen to me teach - 
especially those who are not strong mathematically. I believe that being involved in the peer partnership project prompted this personal 
reflection and as a result has prompted me to be a more considerate and thoughtful teacher of my own undergraduate classes. 
As a facilitator of teaching improvements 
 
Well, I am pleased to inform you now that I got an average of 4.2 for my teaching this time. I am really grateful to you for introducing me to 
the peer-review system. It has helped me to reflect on my teaching and improve it. 
 
I had already started applying some of the techniques which I had learnt from this program in my teaching and I could see an improvement 
in my teaching style. 
 
It‟s been really useful to have another person who is fairly impartial and supportive looking at what‟s going on in the presentation process. 
 
In terms of my teaching skills specifically it has benefited me in terms of having readily...someone, a partner, available to come into the 
classroom, evaluate my performance, give me constructive feedback without having any sort of controlling or threatening environment to it. 
 
Table 2: Sample quotations from participants 
 
